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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION AND INTERTRIBAL BISON COOPERATIVE
Page 2.  Re: Determining visitor use capacities.  Setting a carrying capacity is a highly complex and potentially divisive exercise.  NPS managers
decided there was not sufficient time available in the settlement time frame to devote to this type of analysis.  Regardless of which alternative is
decided upon in the Record of Decision, a carrying capacity study will be in place within two years, and the FEIS will set interim visitor use levels.
More explanation of the carrying capacity issue will be included in the FEIS, and mitigation features for the alternatives will include carrying capacity
analyses.
Page 2 and Page 3.  Re: Integration of the Bison Management EIS/Plan and Winter Use EIS.  NPS is working to ensure that the Winter Use Plan and
the Bison Management EIS/Plan are coordinated and consistent in regard to the effects of winter use on bison.
Page 3.  Re: No increase in groomed or motorized routes.  This feature is included in alternatives A, E, F, and G.  Expressions of support or objection
will be responded to when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of
Decision.  There is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred alternative or
the decision to be made.
Page 3.  Re: Closing the roads that allow for the migration of bison out of the park.  The bison analysis will be reviewed and updated as necessary.  In
an effort to better understand the relationship of bison movements and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that
address this issue.  While groomed roads may have contributed to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that
bison tend to use waterways and off-road trails for much of their travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998), and that much of their
movement toward park boundaries may occur on such routes.  Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls
sections of the park has revealed that less than 12% of bison movements occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999).  However,
groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to exist in the park than in the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise
unavailable foraging areas, and westward redistribution early in the winter may predispose some bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997).  Therefore,
closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing population size and shifting distribution back to patterns observed before grooming, thereby
possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements outside park boundaries.  Conversely, bison are highly social and appear to retain and pass along
knowledge through generations (Meagher 1985).  Thus, it is possible that closing groomed roads may not impact bison movements and distribution.
Research is currently being conducted to better understand the relationship between road grooming and bison movement and distribution patterns.
Page 4.  Re: Legal mandates.  The NPS fully intends to comply with the Clean Air Act and the Prevention of Significant Deterioration provision.
Additional work is being accomplished on air quality, including the modeling of air quality impacts, which will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 4.  Re: Setting a maximum limit on emissions.  Limiting emission levels will be addressed in the FEIS under the context of setting carrying
capacities.  More explanation of the carrying capacity issue will be included in the FEIS, and mitigation features for the alternatives will include
carrying capacity analyses.  Furthermore, additional work is being accomplished on air quality and will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 5.  Socioeconomic concerns should be a lower priority compared to maintaining natural resources.  Under NEPA, there are no specific
regulations requiring the protection of social values, but the consideration of social and economic impacts are routinely done in any environmental
analysis.  There are several major reasons for this.  First, the scoping process as conducted under §1501.7 inevitably raises the social and economic
effects of a proposed action.  In many instances, these are regarded as significant issues.  Second, the impacts must be considered in the context of
society as a whole, the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality (§1508.27(a)).  Third, the intensity of impacts on the quality of the
human environment must be gauged (§1508.27(b)), where “human environment” is to be viewed comprehensively (§1508.14).  Effects (direct, indirect
and cumulative) are defined as including both economic and social impacts (§1508.8).  The NPS mandate, as stated in the Organic Act and General
Authorities Act, emphasizes protection of park resources above all other park values, including socioeconomic.  It will be up to the decision-maker to
weigh the available data, evaluate the possible impacts of each alternative, and decide if park resources are impaired.  The impacts in question are not
on their face indisputable, and it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing those impacts as well as possible.
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION AND INTERTRIBAL BISON COOPERATIVE
Page 5. Re: Additional socioeconomic concerns.  NPS should regulate snowmobiling for the health and safety of the public and wildlife.  The effects
of snowmobiling on the public and on wildlife were assessed for all alternatives.  The commenter’s opinions will be considered in making the final
decision, but there is nothing in this suggestion that would alter the range of alternative features to be evaluated in the FEIS.  Expressions of support or
objection will be responded to when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the
Record of Decision.  There is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred
alternative or the decision to be made.  3) NPS should implement a winter use plan that will restore and maintain the natural quiet and stillness.  The
effects of noise on the natural quiet of the parks were assessed for all alternatives.  Additional information acquired since the DEIS will be
incorporated into the FEIS.  See also response to Point 2 above.
Page 6.  Re: 1) NPS working with ITBC.  NPS received and will consider comments on the DEIS from the ITBC.  Throughout the planning process,
NPS has and will continue to consult with the eight contemporary American Indian Tribes traditionally affiliated with the GYA (P. 133).
Page 6 Re: Frequency and mileage of groomed roads should be minimal.  Several alternatives include provisions for decreasing the mileage of
groomed roads over the current scenario.  Expressions of support or objection will be responded to when the decision criteria are developed, and
accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of Decision.  There is a very clear separation between alternatives
legitimately considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred alternative or the decision to be made.
Page 6.  Re: None of the alternatives are supported.  Statements of opposition relate to the decision that the commenter would like to see NPS make.
Please see earlier response to this letter in regard to page 5 “Socioeconomic concerns.”
Page 7. Re:  Statements of opposition relate to the decision that the commenter would like to see NPS make.  Please see earlier response to this letter
in regard to page 5 “Socioeconomic concerns.”
Page 8.  Statements of opposition relate to the decision that the commenter would like to see NPS make.  Please see earlier response to this letter in
regard to page 5 “Socioeconomic concerns.”
Page 8.  Re: Modify alternative F to include visitor use carrying capacity.  Please see earlier response to this letter in regard to page 5
“Socioeconomic concerns.”

Setting a carrying capacity is a highly complex and potentially divisive exercise.  NPS managers decided there was not sufficient time available in the
settlement time frame to devote to this type of analysis.  Regardless of which alternative is decided upon in the Record of Decision, a carrying
capacity study will be in place within two years, and the FEIS will set interim visitor use levels.  More explanation of the carrying capacity issue will
be included in the FEIS, and mitigation features for the alternatives will include carrying capacity analyses.


